This study attempted to investigate the extent to which two types of pragmatic instruction -explicit versus implicitaffect learners' knowledge in terms of their awareness and production of request strategies. Thirty students with the same level of proficiency were divided into two groups (explicit and implicit). They were exposed to listening excerpts taken from the book Tactics for Listening, with the focus on request making strategies. While the explicit group was equipped with direct awareness-raising tasks and written metapragmatic explanations on the use of appropriate requests, the implicit group was provided with a set of implicit awareness-raising tasks. Outcomes of the study demonstrate that pragmatic instruction of requesting improved learners' awareness of both groups. Also an improvement of learners' production of requests did take place in both groups after the interventional period. However, the explicit group outperformed the implicit one as far as production of request making was concerned.
Introduction
Pragmatics, one important component of the study of human language, is an exciting and fast growing field of today's applied linguistics that many foreign and second language teaching systems in recent decades consider it as an inseparable part of their organizing principles, since it is concerned with the study of meaning. But beyond this simple statement, there are lots of different definitions that "may range from the informal concept (what people mean rather than what they say) through formal (meaning in use rather than literal meaning) to the most technical one (the study of meaning minus truth conditions)" (Chapman, 2011, p. 1) . Stalnaker (1972) introduces pragmatics as an intersection of second language knowledge and the context in which it is used. Also Searle (1979) notes that the most influential and dominant field in this intersection is the study of speech acts -one important area of pragmatics in which learners of foreign language differ from native speakers (hereafter NS) in terms of production of pragmatics. Regarding this difference between learners and NSs, the role of pragmatic instruction is supported by investigators. Rose and Kasper (2001) point out that gaining dominance in L2 pragmatics cannot be achieved unless we pay credit and attention to instruction at the level of pragmatics. Studies in second language contexts suggest that instruction is both necessary and effective (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993; Bouton, 1994) . Besides, in foreign language contexts, the findings show learners who receive instruction of pragmatics are at a higher level of pragmatic proficiency. The results obtained by Oleshtain and Cohen (1990) and Safont (2005) confirm Schmidt's (1993) hypothesis, since they show how instruction of different aspects of pragmatics can promote learners' pragmatic knowledge. According to Kasper and Rose (2001) , EFL learners face several problems in terms of learning pragmatic due to intercultural differences between their own language and the target one. In addition, an EFL context has limited opportunities for learning speech acts and pragmatic input compared with an ESL environment. The reason is that students cannot regularly be exposed to the reallife like context. Rose (1999) points out that even in large classes, there is limited contact and little chance for applying such those useful strategies. This may hinder the process of pragmatic learning. Moreover, Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1996) point out the speech act that teachers present to students may be status-bound and consequently could not serve as direct sample for the learners. Rose (1997 Rose ( , 2000 , Grant and Starks (2001) and Washburn (2001) discussed that both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic awareness are particularly difficult for those studying in an EFL context, because Flourishing Creativity & Literacy there are no extra opportunities outside the classroom for learners to attend in order to develop their pragmatic knowledge. Also as Bardovi-Harlig (1996) notes, some differences between NSs and NNSs in terms of pragmatic production make the role of instruction more salient. In other words, in order for learners to make their pragmatic knowledge more similar to that of NSs, it is necessary to have interventional courses during which L2 learners can benefit from authentic and native-like opportunities. Considering these problems, Kasper (1996) mentions three conditions for the acquisition of pragmatic knowledge: "there must be pertinent input, the input must be noticed and the learners need ample opportunity to develop a high level of control" (p.148), and later supplying the suitable feedback was added to these three conditions by Kasper (2001) . In L2 pragmatics instruction, such input that was mentioned by Kasper (2001) can be provided from different sources, including textbooks, films, and audio scripts. For language teachers, the most easily and available pragmatics materials are textbooks. However, some textbooks do not present realistic and naturalistic interactions. For example, in an investigation by Bardovi-Harlig, Hartford, Mahan-Taylor, Morgan and Reynolds (1991) only twelve of twenty textbooks were found to introduce complete closings involving shutting down the topic, preclosing, closing and terminal exchanges. Schmidt's (1993) noticing hypothesis argues that in order for acquisition to take place, L2 learners need to operate on two levels of awareness-noticing and understanding. According to Schmidt, noticing refers to "registering the simple occurrence of some event" (p. 26), a process required for all types of learning to be happened. Another is understanding which refers to "recognition of a general principle, rule, or pattern" (p. 26). From Schmidt's point of view, the acquisition of L2 pragmatics includes not just the input in general that must be attended to (noticing), but also "whatever features of the input play a role in the system to be learned" (understanding) (p. 35). Suitable pragmatic input, therefore, cannot be provided by teacher-talk, classroom or even textbooks. The reason is that these sources are not authentic, representative and native-like to teach. Thus presenting authentic and valuable language is the main responsibility of foreign language instruction (Williams, 1988; Rose, 1993; Bouton, 1996) . Using authentic audio/visual material has been reported to be helpful for developing students' both pragmatic knowledge and use. Investigations by Rose (1997 Rose ( , 2000 , Grant and Starks (2001) and Washburn (2001) claim that authentic audio-visual input facilitates the process of pragmatic learning in different contexts. Alcon (2005) argues that in EFL contexts, learners can benefit from audio-visual material by being provided some real-life opportunities of pragmatics which they have never been exposed to. In other words, Alcon (2005) believes that dealing with authentic pragmatic tasks prepare learners to interact in target culture. As Kasper and Rose (2001) mention, it is not likely to be one approach preferred over all others in each situation. In fact, many approaches may be appropriate for different pragmatic learning targets, students' characteristics, institutional and sociocultural contexts. However, there are two parallel approaches for teaching pragmatics that were of the most adopted by instructors: explicit versus implicit instruction. Moreover, Alcon (2005) mentions that the explicit and planned instruction is reported to be more beneficial in House and Kasper (1981) , House (1996) , Rose and Ng Kwai-Fun (2001) and Takahashi (2001) . In House and Kasper's (1981) study, German university students of EFL were divided into two groups-explicit and implicit-to receive two different types of instruction focusing on gambits and discourse markers. While both groups were provided with relevant input, some metapragmatic instruction was presented only to the explicit group, but the implicit one did not receive any kind of metapragmatic explanation. The results showed an advantage in favor of the explicit group, although both groups improved after the interventional period. Also House (1996) examined the effect of two different instruction of pragmatic fluency on two explicit and implicit groups. The outcomes of the study indicated that both groups were successful to develop their pragmatic fluency, but the explicit group outperformed the implicit one in applying a wider range of strategies. Similar findings are reported in Rose and Ng Kwai-Fun (2001) , since two different approaches were used by the investigators-deductive versus inductive-to teach compliments and compliment responses. Just like above-mentioned studies, students in the deductive group received metapragmatic explanation while learners in the inductive group did not. In Takahashi's (2001) study, the impact of four input enhancement were compared to see how these four (explicit instruction, NS learners request comparison, NS-NNS request comparison, and reading comprehension) would affect Japanese students' ability of request making. The finding of the study indicated that the explicit teaching was more effective than the others. Identically, Alcon (2005) reported an advantage for the explicit group in comparison with implicit and control group, as far as request making was concerned. While both treatment groups (explicit and implicit) improved after the instructional course, students in the control group were not able to develop their pragmatic knowledge in terms of neither awareness nor production of requests. Also the explicit group outperformed the implicit one by receiving some metapragmatic explanation.
Although the above-mentioned studies showed that the explicit instruction seems to be more effective than the implicit one, a few investigations that studied the effectiveness of implicit instruction led to inconclusive outcomes. Fukuya and Clark (2001) divided ESL students into three groups; focus on forms, focus on form and a control group. While focus on forms group received explicit instruction of mitigating request, implicit group was provided with typographical techniques of mitigators. The results of the study did not demonstrate significant differences among the three groups in terms of pragmatic recognition. The researchers mentioned that different operationalization of input enhancement may change the result. In Martinez-Flor's (2004) study, the effect of explicit, implicit and zero instruction of suggestion was examined on three groups of explicit, implicit and control. Two different teaching approaches were applied by the author; implicit teaching consisted of input enhancement and recast, and the explicit instruction included direct explanation of suggestion. Based on the results, both treatment groups outperformed the control one, but no significant differences were reported between implicit and explicit groups in terms of awareness and production of suggestion.
In line with previous studies, which applied two approaches (explicit versus implicit, and deductive versus inductive) on acquisition of different speech acts of pragmatics, our study was an investigation to discover whether the implicit and explicit instruction have any effect on Iranian EFL learners' ability to comprehend and produce pragmatic strategies of request making. Considering the previous research studies, the following research questions are going to be investigated in the current study:
· Does explicit instruction of pragmatics significantly raise the level of the pragmatic awareness of Iranian EFL learners?
· Does explicit instruction of pragmatics significantly improve the pragmatic level of Iranian EFL learners' production? · Does implicit instruction of pragmatics significantly raise the level of the pragmatic awareness of Iranian EFL learners? · Does implicit instruction of pragmatics significantly improve the pragmatic level of Iranian EFL learners' production?
· Is there any significant difference between the effectiveness of explicit and implicit instruction on learners' awareness of pragmatics? · Is there any significant difference between the effectiveness of explicit and implicit instruction on learners' production of pragmatics?
Method
The Method section describes in detail how the study was conducted, including conceptual and operational definitions of the variables used in the study, Different types of studies will rely on different methodologies; however, a complete description of the methods used enables the reader to evaluate the appropriateness of your methods and the reliability and the validity of your results, It also permits experienced investigators to replicate the study, If your manuscript is an update of an ongoing or earlier study and the method has been published in detail elsewhere, you may refer the reader to that source and simply give a brief synopsis of the method in this section.
Participants
This study included 31 students, between the ages of 39 to 47, studying at Melal EFL Institute and all were intermediate students. All of them were females who have been learning English for three or four years and their level of proficiency was similar. Although the students' level of proficiency was determined by the scores obtained from placement test of the institute, the researcher herself administered the Nelson Proficiency Test (series 250 A) to ensure the homogeneity of the participants. Among 44 participants involved in the Nelson Proficiency Test, 31 students whose scores were between one standard deviation below and above the mean score were considered as acceptable participants and kept to be assigned into one of the two groups (explicit and implicit) randomly for the study. During the instructional period, one of the participants quit attending the class, so the researcher continued the treatment with 30 students.
Instrumentation and Procedures
First, it should be mentioned that the experimental groups had the treatment within 15 sessions. Each session lasted about one hour and thirty minutes, from which about 30 minutes was allocated to the treatment. During the study, both groups were exposed to excerpts taken from the textbook Top Notch 1B (Saslow and Ascher, 2007) and another textbook Tactics for Listening (Richards, 2003) with the focus on requests in 15 sessions. Also the book "Communicating in English, 1" (Matreyek, 1990 ) was applied as treatment for the explicit group to provide some metapragmatic explanation. The details of the steps taken to collect the data for this study are as follows.
Participants of both groups took the pre-test in session 1. The pre-test lasted for about 30 minutes which was divided into two parts; part A and part B. Part A was based on the awareness of request making in listening. To measure learners' awareness of requests, they were exposed to listening excerpts taken from the textbook Tactics for Listening (Richards, 2003) once, and while they were listening to the same extracts for the second time, they were provided with the scripts of the extracts, so they were able to read and listen to the extracts at the same time. Finally, they were asked to identify and underline the phrase or phrases in their handouts which used to ask people to do something. Participants had to mention 10 phrases related to request making. Each phrase that was underlined correctly had one score. It has to be mentioned that some listening extracts had more than one request phrases to be underlined, and, some others did not have any phrases related to request making at all. This activity was considered as a measurement of their awareness of requests in the pre-test.
Part B was devoted to the production of requests. To measure students' production of requests, the researchers used the DCT of Jalilifar's (2009) study which proved as a reliable data collection tool in the Iranian EFL context. Also Mahani (2012) applied the same DCT in her cross-sectional investigation of Iranian EFL learners' realization of request speech acts. The DCT comprises 24 situations, each of which is followed by a blank space in which the participants were asked to write a request accordingly. Out of 24, 10 situations were chosen to measure the learners' production of requests in the pre-test. Each item had one score, half of which was considered for the correctness of form, and the other half for appropriateness of the context. The total score of the pre-test was 20; 10 scores for awareness, and 10 scores for production of requests (See Appendix A for activities used for pre-test).
During sessions 2 to 14, the two experimental groups received two different types of treatment focusing on the awareness and production of requests in different situations.
· Instructional activities for the explicit group
At first some excerpts of the book Tactics for Listening (Richards, 2003) were presented for the students. Then, the scripts of the same listening excerpts were handed out in order to enable learners to follow sentence by sentence while they were listening to the excerpts once again. After some explicit awareness-raising tasks, the students were asked to complete DCTs by considering recent information. At last the learners were provided with possible answers to the DCTs and metapragmatic explanations for their self-correction. Also after each unit of the textbook Top Notch 1B (Saslow and Ascher, 2007) , they had to review the unit and search for the request making phrases (see Appendix B for a sample of activities assigned for the explicit group).
· Instructional activities for the implicit group A similar explicit method was used for the implicit group. The same listening excerpts which were chosen for the explicit group were also presented for the implicit one, followed by giving the learners the scripts of them. Next, instead of providing explicit awareness-raising information, the students in this group were provided with implicit awarenessraising tasks. After the students completed the DCTs, the plausible answers to those DCTs were given for the selfcorrection. Finally, at the end of each unit of the book Top Notch 1B (Saslow and Ascher, 2007) , the instructor asked the learners to review the previous unit to find and underline request phrases. But no metapragmatic explanations were provided for this group (see Appendix C).
Session 15 started with the posttest; in fact, students were asked to identify a phrase or phrases used for asking a request from the listening excerpts and underline them in their handouts. This activity was considered as a measurement for their awareness of requests. Similar to the pre-test, this part had 10 request phrases to be mentioned and, consequently, 10 scores altogether. To measure the learners' production of requests, they were asked to response 10 situations, each one had one score. The total score of the posttest was 20 as well as the pre-test (see Appendix D for activities used for the posttest).
Students' responses related to part B (production of requests) from both the pre-test and posttest were given to two raters in order to be scored. The two raters are native speakers and live in the United States. They were asked to assess the responses considering two factors: social distance of interlocutors and size of the favor (Alcon, 2005) . Also each response has been scored in terms of correctness of form and appropriateness of context (Azis, 2012). The inter-rater reliability of pre-test and posttest was calculated by using Hatch and Lazaraton's (1991) formula. The amount of correlation coefficient due to the pre-test for the explicit and implicit group was calculated 0.74 and 0.67 respectively. Consequently, using Hatch and Lazaraton's (1991) formula, the inter-rater reliability for explicit and implicit groups was computed as 0.85 and 0.80, respectively. Similarly, the value of correlation coefficient and inter-rater reliability due to posttest for the explicit group was calculated as 0.71 and 0.83, and for the implicit one 0.72 and 0.82, respectively.
Result
To understand the effect of instruction on the two explicit and implicit groups, we compared the pre-test and the posttest of each group in both pragmatic awareness and production. Table 1 pictures information related to the explicit group in terms of its pre and posttests on awareness. T-test analysis reported a difference between the pre-test and the posttest as significant level value=.000 denotes that the difference is significant. Post-awareness
To examine the second research question, pragmatic production of the explicit group in the posttest over the pre-test was measured by means of paired samples t-test. Table 3 shows an advantage for the posttest over the pre-test in the explicit group, by which hypothesis 2 is rejected, since the results reported in Table 4 demonstrates a significant difference between the pre and posttests. Post-production
The third question examines the effectiveness of implicit instruction of pragmatics on learners' pragmatic awareness. Likewise the first research question, by applying a paired samples t-test, the mean scores of the pre-test and posttest were compared. As is shown in Table 5 , there is a difference between the two tests in favor of the posttest. Table 6 illustrates that the difference regarding awareness ability of the implicit group is statistically significant. Post-awareness
In order to evaluate the impact of the implicit instruction on students' production of requests, a paired samples t-test was conducted to test the fourth hypotheses made on the basis of the research question 4. As can be seen in Table 7 , it is concluded that learners did better on their posttest in terms of production of requesting. The result of t-test indicates the significant difference between students' performance on the pre and posttests. Post-production Results related to questions 1 to 4, seem to confirm previous studies (Olshtain and Cohen, 1990; Morrow, 1995; Alcon, 2005; Safont, 2005) , since all reported a positive impact of instruction (of any type) on pragmatic learning. Both treatment groups promoted their pragmatic competence interms of awareness and production of requesting by receiving some related instruction.
To evaluate question 5, which is a comparison between posttests of the two explicit and implicit groups in their awareness ability of requesting, an independent samples t-test was run to see which type of instruction (explicit versus implicit) proved more effective. As pictured in Table 9 , although the mean value of the post-awareness related to the explicit group is higher than that of the implicit one, Table 10 demonstrates that this difference is not significant since the value of Sig. (2-tailed) is 0.109 which is not less than 0.05. It means that, although both implicit and explicit instruction promoted learners' level of awareness in the speech act of requesting, there is not a significant difference by using any kind of these two types of instruction. Results related to question 5, seem to confirm previous investigation of Fukuya et al. (1998) , in which it was claimed that the implicit instruction has no priority over the explicit one in promoting learners' awareness of pragmatics. However, the current study seems not to support Kubota's(1995) study in which the implicit instruction of conversational implicature showed an advantage over the explicit one in terms of learners' comprehension of pragmatic features.
Regarding our last research question, which claimed that there is not a significant difference between participants' performance in their production of requesting, an independent samples t-test was run to compare two posttests in learners' production. As Table 11 illustrates, the results related to students' production in the two posttests were significantly different in favor of the explicit group, since significant level (2-tailed) < 0.05. It means that, the implicit and explicit groups did not act equally in the production of requesting. Rather, the explicit group outperformed the implicit one as far as production is concerned. Explicit Post-production
In line with previous studies investigated by House and Kasper (1981) , Takahashi (2001) , Rose and NgKwai-Fun (2001) , Alcon (2005) , our research shows that both types of instruction (explicit versus implicit) improve learners' pragmatic knowledge and production, but it seems that the explicit instruction benefits students' production of requests more than the implicit one. However, taking into account the study conducted by Martinez-Flor (2004) , our findings are notin line with his research, in terms of production aspect of pragmatic learning, This difference may be due to providing the explicit group in our study with metapragmatic explanations that affected the related results. In addition, the explicit group in Martinez-Flor's (2004) study received some explanations presented by the teacher, whereas in this study, students were provided with written explanation on request strategies. These reasons were also mentioned in Rose and Ng Kwai-Fun's (2001) and Alcon's (2005) studies, since in their studies two treatment groups (deductive versus inductive in the former and explicit versus implicit in the latter), were compared and results of both groups indicated an advantage for the deductive/explicit over the inductive/implicit one. 
Final remarks and pedagogical implications
As Schmidt (1993) notes, learning does not take place unless whatever is presented to learners as input becomes intake through awareness at the level of noticing. According to Doughty (2001) , learning of different features of pragmatics involves noticing, practicing and storing the input in long-term memory. Since Alcon (2005) believes that learning will not take place without attention, in the present study, the students were provided with some relevant inputs to get their attention to the pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic aspects of requesting. By practicing and memorizing the new knowledge, learners showed an improvement in both awareness and production posttests.
Regarding the research questions, the first question addressed whether explicit instruction of pragmatics raises the level of pragmatic awareness of the learners or not. The results showed that the explicit instruction increases the learners' ability to comprehend and understand request strategies. The second research question addressed whether the explicit instruction of pragmatics raises the level of pragmatic production of the learners or not. It can be claimed that explicit instructions had a remarkable effect on the learners' ability to make requests. The third and fourth research questions were about whether implicit instruction affected learners' awareness and production of pragmatic strategy of requesting. It can be concluded that the implicit instruction increases the ability of learners in understanding and producing the speech act of requesting. Learners' production of requests in the two groups was measured by means of WDCTs, considering appropriate use of form and context and taking into account two factors: social variable and size of the favor (Alcon, 2005) . Both groups significantly experienced an improvement in terms of use and awareness of pragmatic strategies after the instructional period. Following Rose's (1997) suggestion, the pragmatic competence consists of knowledge of a pragmatic system and knowledge for its appropriate use. The results of this study confirm that instruction affects and improves learners' knowledge and production of speech act of requesting. Focusing on learners' gain in awareness, the gathered data seemed to support Schmidt's (1993) hypothesis, in that instruction promotes learning, since it makes some aspects of pragmatics (requesting) more noticeable to learners. In addition, in order for the researchers to understand which type of instruction (explicit versus implicit) affected more, they compared the gains in awareness as well as production in the explicit and implicit groups. Although the gains of production were significantly different in favor of explicit over the implicit one, the comparison indicated that there was no significant difference between learners' gain as far as the awareness of requesting was concerned. But both groups showed an increase in learners' awareness of requests.
Although this study was limited in scope and time, the outcomes obviously confirm previous studies on teaching different aspects of pragmatics and found that pragmatic instruction of any kind affects its learning positively. Earlier investigations conducted by House and Kasper (1981) , House (1996) , Tateyama et al. (1997) , and Alcon (2005) compared two different types of instruction (explicit versus implicit/ deductive versus inductive) and have demonstrated that many aspects of learners' pragmatic can be improved by instruction. Also the outcomes of the DCTs in the present study support Rose and Kasper's (2001) claim in that "although inductive and deductive instruction may both lead to gains in pragmalinguistic proficiency, only the latter may be effective for developing sociopragmatic proficiency" (p. 167).
Considering the findings of this study, some pedagogical implications may be proposed; first, second/foreign language learners' pragmatic competence is improved by awareness-raising tasks and metapragmatic explanations. This seems to be more beneficial for foreign language learners, for whom the instructional contexts are in need of authentic and reallife inputs. Also outside of the class, there is no opportunity for foreign language learners to acquire different aspects of language naturally.
Second, different teaching methods should be implemented by teachers to test the effectiveness of each on learning processes. Moreover, teachers by providing authentic audio/video input in the instructional environments can familiarize students with the rules and common norms which are used in natural contexts.
Third, study of speech acts (requesting, apologizing, complaining and complimenting), as the most important field of pragmatics, should be considered and implemented in syllabus design more seriously, since learners have to become aware of language use as well as language usage. Students by learning this field of pragmatics and applying it appropriately, may reduce serious communicative misunderstandings resulted by pragmatic errors, which may be considered offensive from native speakers' point of view. The results of the present study could also make a number of suggestions for future studies. This investigation can be done to examine the effect of explicit versus implicit instruction on learners' ability to apply any other speech acts of pragmatics. Moreover, only female learners participated in this study. Both male and female students can be included as participants in future investigations. In addition, age factor can be considered in future studies. Also, in this study only one level of proficiency was considered, i.e., intermediate; future studies can examine the role of instruction of any speech acts on learners with different levels of proficiency. What is more, the present research -because of some limitations -was done on a small sample of participants. Large samples reduce potential bias and are more generalizable to real population. Finally, future studies can make use of delayed posttest in order to realize whether the effects of explicit and implicit instructions are retained after a while in future. Institutional limitations in administering delayed posttests cannot be ignored, though. Since there is a lot to say about pragmatics in the frame of foreign language learning, future studies can benefit from many other suggestions as well as the few mentioned ones.
Appendices
Appendix A. Activities used in the pre-test to measure learners' awareness and production of requests. 1-You are trying to study in your room and hear loud music coming from another student's room down the hall. You don't know the student, but you decide to ask him/her to turn the music down. What would you say? 2-You are at a record store with your best friend. There's a CD you really want to buy, but you don't have any money. How do you ask your friend to lend you money? 3-You are studying at home. Your younger brother opens the window and the cold wind blows right into your face and bothers you. You want to ask him to close it. What would you say? 4-You have bought a shirt from a big store for your father, but he doesn't like its color. You decide to go to the clothes store and ask the manager of the store to allow you to exchange the shirt. What would you say? 5-Your friend and you go to a restaurant to eat. You want to order and need to ask the waiter for the menu. What would you say? 6-You are writing your thesis and need to interview the president of a university whom you don't know. You know the president is very busy, but still want to ask her/him to spare one or two hours for your interview. What would you say? 7-For registration you need to fill out a couple of forms. You search all of your pockets and cannot find a pen. You want to ask another student who is sitting next to you in the department hall. What would you say? 8-You were absent last Friday history class that you are enrolled in. So you decide to borrow your friend's notes to catch up with the rest of the class. What would you say to get this friend to lend you the notes? 9-You are a professor teaching a course in psychology. You want one of the students who are very competent and always contributes to class discussions, to present a paper in a class a week earlier than scheduled. However, midterm exams are next week and she has a heavy course load. What would you say? 10-You really have to take this course in order to graduate, but you found that the course is already closed. So, you decide to ask the professor, whom you don't know, to allow you to take this course. What would you say to get this professor to permit you to participate in this course?
Appendix B
Appendix B. Examples of some of the activities used with the explicit group 1) Read the following information about making requests, then, find an example of this type of request in the printed version of Tactics for listening excerpts.
· When you ask someone to do something for you, it's important to sound polite. Especially, when s/he has the higher position. In these occasions, note that you shouldn't use imperative forms. Like: a) I'll make sure there's no salt on the fries. Don't worry.
